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ABSTRACT 

This document is a process evaluation of the Academic 
Achievement (A2) program, a compensatory education reading and 
mathematics program in Saginaw (Michigan) funded under Chapter 1 of 
the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 and Article 3 
of the Michigan State School Aid Act. Information was gathered from 
questionnaires administered to teachers and principals^ and an 
observation of the mathematics push-in classrooms at grades one and 
two. The following program strengths are reported 5 (1) cooperative 
learning techniques are used in the majority of classrooms? (2) most 
compensatory education teachers are incorporating new reading 
strategies into their classroom techniques? (3) compensatory 
education teachers are following the prescrir^ time emphases? and 
(4) math manipulative inservice sessions appear to 1» well-attended. 
The following program weaknesses are reported: (1) the m?/cn push- in 
program appears to be less effective than the pull-out program? (2) 
communication of procedures appears insufficient? (3) teamwork 
appears to be missing in the math pushpin classroom? (4) cost 
effectiveness of the teacher-^student ratio is a problem? (5) 
second-grade classroom teachers seem to need inservice training? and 
(6) the results of a new testing program are difficult to use* One 
table of statistical data is included. The following materials are 
appended; (1) copies of the teacher and principal survey 
questionnaires? (2) a teacher evaluation observation checklist for 
mathematics push-in classroom? (3) the master question matrix for the 
teacher and principal surveys? (4) the results of the process 
evaluation? and (5) the results and general observations of the 
teacher observations for mathematics push-in classrooms. (FMW) 
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nomm SBSCRiFriON 



Tb& School District of the City of Saginaw operates a compensatory educa- 

tloQ delivery systea in reading and matheraatics consisting of two programs — 

2 9 
elementary and secondary Academic Achievement (A ), The elementary A is both 

a push-in program (that operates in the regular classroom in grades one and 

two) atui a pull-out program tperiodically taking students out of regular 

classrooms) that serves 2,123 students In grades one through six. The 
2 

secondary A is a self-contained claasroesa pr«^raa: which involved approxi- 

mately 397 students In gr^es seven through nine and tiielve* The A progr^s 

are funded by both tte Federal &JiK:atlon Consolidation and Improv/^nent Act 

(ECIA) Chapter 1 and Article 3 of che State School Aid Act» 

Summarized in the chart below are daaographlc characteristics that 

2 

describe both the elementary and secondary levels of A la greater detail. 
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OENOCaAFBXC CHA8ACTKRISTICS » THE ACABBMIC ACHIKV»IEMr FSOGSBAMS 



Frograa 

Academic Achiever- 
mentp Elementary 



Academic Achieve- 
ffienti SecoiKiary 



Leirels 
Served 

1-6 



7-9 & 12 



ApproKisare 

Hunter of 
Seiideitts Served 

2,123 



397 



Ni»ber of 

Equivaleiit 
, Teachers 

33,0 



9*8 



Nuaber of 
Full-TiK 
Equivalent 
Aides 

3,5 



0*0 



Muwber of 

School Sites 

23 



Prograa 

Setting 

Pash-in 
(grades I&2) 

and 
Pull-out 
(grades 3--6) 

Self-Con- 

taiaed 

Classroom 



Instriictioiial 
Services 

- Reading 
Mathematics 



- Reading 

- Mathematics 
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As can be eeen from the chart abov., the priaary purpose of the prograas 
Is to improve the replug and aatheiaatics achleveaent of a designated ntaber 
of educationally disadvantaged children. The children In the progr^ are 
screened for entry ulth the California Achlevenent Tests — Form E (CAT). This 
year approximately 2,520 pupils are participating in the compensatory educa- 
tion prograns. 

The browi goals of these progr^s are to: 1) provide intensive academic 
Instruction to the educationally disadvantaged, 2) Involve parents in the 
progrsB, 3) supply students with incentives for acad^lc achievement, 4) 
operate staff inservlce programs, 5) m^sure acadeoic growth, and 6) prepare 
students to effectively meet the acsdaalc cowpetltion of the general class- 
room. These goals are the focus of the Compensatory Education Department's 
activities throughout the 1989-90 school year. 
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HtcKESs BVAmTioH F&ocsmmss 

A process evaluation involves nonicorii^ a program throughout the year to 
determine if the program is being lopleaanted as planned. This makes it pos- 
sible to Identify strengths and weaknesses that Influence a program's outcome. 
For these prograas, the process evaluation was accomplished by means of three 
questionnaires and an observation that focused in on the mathematics push-in 
clasaroOTis at grades 1 and 2. The questionnaires and the observation Instru- 
ment (see Appendix A for a copy of the questionnaires and Appendix B for a 
copy of the observation instrument). All elementary compensatory education 
teachers and first/second regular education teachers involved in the math 
push-in classrooms were to be surveyed by questionnaire as well as each ele- 
mentary principal at the compensatory education buildings. In addition, each 
elementary teacher's classroom Involved in the push-ins were to be observed 
during an entire compensatory education session. The questionnaires were 
distributed to the elementary principals and regular education teacher through 
Inter-office mail on February 1, 1990 and to the compensatory education 
respondents at an Inservlce session of elementary compensatory education 
teachers on January 26, 1990. The completed questionnaires were to be 
returned via inter-office mall by Wednesday. February 7, 1990, (Hjservations 
started February 5, 1990 and were to be completed by February 2 8. 1990. 



JO 



RSSSNX&TIOfi OF R0C8SS Q&IA 

The Chapter l/Article 3 Process Evaluation Coiapensatory Education Teacher 
Survey, 1989-90 (see Appendix A for a copy) was distributed to eleniencary 
teachers at an Insenrlce on January 26, 1990 and were due back on February 7, 
1990. As of February 16, 1990 vhen results were tabulated, 18 of the 33 
(54.5%) elementary teachers had returned the questionnaire. The detailed 
tabulated results are presented in Appendix D, 

The Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 Process Evaluation Regular Classroom Teacher Sur- 
vey. 1989-90 (see ^pendlx A for a copy) was sent out to all first and second 
regular ediuation teachers on February 1, 1990 arai were requested back on or 
before February 7, 1990. As of February 16, 1990, 31 of 83 (37.32) classrooo 
teachers had returned tte questionnaire. Hie results of these questionnaires 
are presented in Appendix D, 

2 

The principals at all A sites were mailed on February 1, 1990 a ques- 
tionnaire entit-.led Chapter l/Article 3 Process Evaluation Principal Survey. 
1 989-90 . ( ee Appendix A for a copy). Again, the corapleted surveys were 
requester ck on or before February 7. 1990. A total of 12 of 23 (52.5%) 
principal ! ^turned their survey by February 16, 1990. The detailed tabulated 
results ar^ rented In Appemlix D. 

In aidit on, each elementary teacher's classroom Involved in the push-ins 
^ras to be obse ,^ed durli^ an entire compensatory education session. The 
observations ; -ted on February 7, 1990 and were concluded on March 30, 1990. 
A total of 53 33 (63.9Z) elementary teachers were observed. It became evi- 
dent from schet ^ -I inservlces, ctMspensatory education teachers acting as sub- 
stitutes, compens. ;ry education/regular education teachers not keepli^ to 
their schedule, comj onsatory education testing, compensatory education 
teachers attending iM ^tlngs, etc., it would not be posslU'le to observe all 
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classrooms even within a cvo month period using five evaluators. Ihe results 
of these observations and some general comments steaming from Che observations 
are presented in At>pendix E. 

What follows are the salient points scenialng frraa this year's process 
evaluation efforts of the 1989-90 program. The Manager and Director of the 
Evaluation Department with input from the Director of Compensatory Education 
reviewed the results of the questionnaires/ol-servations and summarized them 
Into the following categories which are presented helm', strengths, weak- 
nesses, and reconiinendatlons. The survey question numberCs) after each 
strength or weakness refers to the master question number given in Appendix C 
that relates this number back to the three survey instruments - compensatory 
education teacher, classroom teacher, and principal. 

Strengths of the A2 Prograa 

From a combined review of current process findings (Appendix D and E) ai^ 
the present description of the program, the following strengths listed below 
appear noteworthy. The reader should bear in mind chat data collection 
instruments almost entirely relate to the laathematics push-in program In 
grades one and two and Chen secondarily to the new definition of reading 
strategy usage mainly In graiea one and two. The data sources are listed 
parenthetically at the end of each question. 

• Approximately 75% or more of the compensatory education 
and classroom teachers are using cooperative learning as 
part of their compensatory education instruction (7 7.8Z 
and 74.22; respectively), A total of 83.4% of the prin- 
cipals Indicate that their teachers were using cooperative 
learning as a part of compensatory education instruction. 
The part of compensatory education and classroom teachers' 
instructional time spent in cooperative learning activi- 
ties during a typical mek is 24.8% and 18.8% respectively 
(expressed as an average percentage across the reporting 
teachers). Classroom observations showed that 20.7% of 



J 



those seen had cooperacilve learning acclvicies taking 
place. (Survey Quesclons 20 and 19 and Observation 
Icem 3) 

• Approximately SB* 9% of the coopensatory education teachers 
are incorporatli^ the new definition of reading strategies 
into their CAT reading objective timeline. They appear 
keenly aware of wliat teclnlques they are incorporating at 
each grade level by their responses and principals agree 
that these techniqt^s are beli^ used In terms of frequency 
of Mae, (Survey Question 3) 

• The most used new reading process by both c(»apensatory edu- 
cation atrf clas8ro«B teachers Is mapping/story frames fol- 
lowed in second place by que stlonr answer relationship (QAR) 
for coapensatory education teachers and prior knowledge use 
by classroOTi teachers. (Survey Question 5) 

• Co&pensatory education teachers are spendii^ two days for 
mathematics and three days for reading instruction as 
directed by the compensatory education pr<^rao description. 
(Survey Question 4) 

• Math manipulative Inservlce sessions for grades one and two 
appear to be well atteni^ by daaarooo teachers (3.6 and 
3.8 sessions lon the average respectively for grades one and 
two) aiKl by compensatory education teachers (2.0 and 1.7 
sessions on the average respectively). (Survey Question 6) 



Weaknesses of the A2 ProKraai 

From a combined review of current process findings (Appendix D and E) and 
the present description of the program, ths following current program «Bak- 
nesses appear w>rthy of in-depth study and review. Again, the reader shoula 
bear in mind that the data collection instruments almost entirely relate to 
the mathematics push-in program in grades one and two and then secondarily to 
the new definition of reading strategy usage mainly again in grades one and 
two. As in the last section, the data sources are listed parenthetically at 
the end of each question. 



• There appears to be consensus of ccmpenaatory education 
and classrooo! teachers and principals that the mathe- 
natics push- in program is less effective (both in 
terms of overall and tiae-on-task effectiveness) than 
the pull-out: prograai in gr^e two . There also appears 
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to be consensus of both compensatory education teachers 
and principals chat the push-In program should not be 
expanded beyond grade cwo in matheaatlcs. (Surve« 
Questions 24, 28» and 22) 

• Ac dTade one in aathematica there appears to be an even 
spxit between whether the push-in or tl» pull-out is 
more effective (both overall and tiae-on-task effective- 
ness) according to all three respondent groups (class- 
room r-^achers, compensatory education teachers, and 
principals). (Survey Questions 23 and 27) 

• Ooaaunicatlon of sgreal upon procedures appeared insuffi- 
cient and/or lacking because m? operational procedures 
were specified by anything like a simple majority of the 
respomients. The only agreed upon procedure for the 
operation of the oath push-in classrooms Is that planning 
for them Is a shared responsibility aid even this is 
agreed upon by only 27.7%, 35.52;, and 33.3% of the cxm- 
pensatory education aai classroom teachers and principals 
respectively. (Survey Questions 12, 14, and 16 ai«l 
CSiservation Items I, 4, 5, and 7) 

• The issue of teamwork (or hew to teach cooperatively) is 
the most frequently suggested inservlce by teachers and 
principals for first grade teachers if compensatory edu- 
cation reading Instruction is to be offered in a push-in 
setting. Thus It is evident that teamwork must also be 
missir« in a good share of the oath push-in classrooms » 
(Survey Question's) 

• Since the modal number of compensatory education atvsients 
per classroom is thr«»e per class it appears that the 
push-in mathematics program will not be a very effective 
use of compensatory education teacher time and it would 
appear ws will continue to have problems with our state 
compensatory education consultation on this point. 
(Survey Qaestion 9) 



Again in reading when we have a modal number of compensa- 
tory ediKiation students of four or five per class, the 
problem oi the best use of time and resources of compen- 
satory educatio? dollars appears again to be evident. 
(Survey Question 10) 

Second grade classroom teachers seen to know a few of the 
new definition of reading strategies they use frequently, 
however, they could not give the specifics in terms of the 
CAT objective timeline. Some inservlce trainli^ of these 
teachers seems to be necessary on how to eaploy these new 
reading strategies relative to their objective timeline at 
grade 2. (Survey Questions 3 and 5) 
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The new corapensatiory education objective referenced test- 
ing progr-am appe, rs to have the following weaknesses: 
hard to read repc "ts of results, less than useful results 
for CQiBpensatory t 'ucation instructiorii and ui^efined 
math objectives In terms of short verbal descriptors. 
These probleas seem to be the result of changing trcsn an 
old to a new test and thus the problems are more develop- 
mental in nature and take time plus better communications 
both frwa test developers and progran people to resolve. 
(Survey Qi^stions 1 and 2) 



SECOfifENMTIORS 



Based on this year's process evaluation findings a.id the observations of 
the evaluators involved in collecting the process daCa, the following rec«a- 
nendations are offered in an effort to improve tlte implementation of the 
prograa in the future. 

• Hold up on the push- in mathematics program item further 
expansion bejrond grade tw> until agreed upon operational 
procedures and practices can be established and coamuni- 
cated to all teachers involved in Che grade one and two 
programs. 

• Reconsider i^ether push-in oathematics prograaming cm 
be cost effective when the modal number of students per 
classroom is so small that classroom teachers, compensa- 
tory edusationlnstructors, and principals plus our 
state coapensatory education consultant doubt its 
utility. 

• Develop a more systematic plan for coaaunicatlon ax«i 
coordination of instructional matters on a regular basis. 
This plan should Include methods to document communica- 
tion between teachers, between principals and director, 
and between principals and teachers. Ihis would also 
Include methods of coordination of activities and objec- 
tives, techniques for feedback and monitoring program 
activities and processes to gather input concerning mis- 
underrtaiKiings and ineffective prograo procedures. 

• Plan out tl» school year's curriculum during the summer 
preceding the school year. Have in place and ready-to-go 
all of the activities that will occur durii« the year and 
be sure that all of the necessary infonaaclon has been 
fully communicated to all parties concerned. 
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APFEMDIZ A 



CSAmSL l/A£TICiB 3 ntOCESS ETALQ&TIOS 
1989-1990 

QXimSSkTCmi BDOCATIOIi TS&CBER sm^T 



To assise in planning efforts, the Department of Evaluation, Testing and 
Research requests that each compensatory education teaclwr Involved in the 
aath push-in prograa conpXete the attached questionnaire regarding program 
and building operations. Many future project endeavors will be based unon 
your responses aid reactions to the questions contained in this instrument 



Ife want to obtain your individual perceptions about the prograas all 
res^ges jgiU be kept confidential- Answer each question as it piTTalns 
to the prograoCs) you serve. 

If you have any questions, please call Richard Claus (ext. 307). 

Please coaplete and return the questionnaire via inter-office mail to 
Richard Claus, Program Evaluation Division no later than February 7, 1990. 



Dtats: 
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In comparison with the old compensatory education objective referenced 
/toQo^S^ ^^'^ d^ree to which the new testing prc«rain 

CI989-90) is either an laproveaent or not an laproveaient. Circle one 
ratii^ for each of the followii^ issues: 

About 

the 

I.eas Same tfare 

a. Objectives have been appropriately 1 2 3 4 5 

selected for the needs of the 
pupils 

b. "Fit" with our curriculuo/objectives 12 3 45 

c. Valid items to aeasure content (face 12 3 4s 

validity) 

d. Items are free of gender bias 12 3 45 

e. Items are free of cultural bias 12 3 4 5 
f- Item format (number of items per 12 3 45 

page, print size, 'directions, pic- 
tures, color, etc.) 

g. Reliability of scores 12 3 45 

h. Procedures for test administration 1 2 3 4 5 
!• Clear and complete directions on 12 3 4 5 

test administration 
j. Easily read reports of results 1 2 3 4 5 

k. Utility of results for compensatory 12 3 45 

education instruction 
1» TSirn around time from ewl ol testing 1 2 3 4 5 

until receipt of test report 
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Zm What Improvaneacs or changes. If any, need to be made either this year or 
next in the objective referenced testing program? 



3. Have you Incorporated the .lew definition of reading teaching strategies/ 
processes into your CAT reading objective timeline? (Check one) 

Yes ... If yes, how are you incorporating the new definition of 
readily strategies into your timeline at the following 
gr^es? 

(Check each gr^e level that applies and explain how.) 



Gr^e 2 (How?) 



Grade 3 (How?) 



Grade 4 (How?) 



Grade 5 (Row?) 
Grade 6 (How?) 



No 



4. How many days per Meek do you provide instruction to students related co 
oath Atxi reading objectives on your building timeline? (Indicate a«aber 
of days per week.) 

>fath objectives 
Reading objectives 



Comments: 
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Which one or tm of the following new reading strategies/processes have 
you used the most this year? (Check one or two most employed) 

^^^^ Happing/story fra&es 

Know, want 9 learn (KWL) about topic 

Directed reading thinking activity (DRTA) 

Questloii-ans^per relationship (Q^VR) 
^^^^^^ Prior knowledge use 

Predicting 
^^^^^^ Poner writing 
^^^^^ Higher level que!:^vlons 
^^^^ Thinking aloud 
^^^^^ Problem solving 

Success in reading and writing 

Echo reading 
^^^^^^^ Story line with pictures 

Modeling 
SQ3R 

Whole language 
^^^^^^ Categorisiz^ wox^s 

Other (please specify) 

How many math manipulative inservlces have you attended this and last year 
for each graie level listed below? (Indicate number attended.) 

^^^^^^ Grade one 
Grade t^ 
Grade three 
Graie four 
Grade five 
Grade six 



Comments: 



Have you had enough Inservice tralni^ with math manipulativea to provide 
an adequate year long math progrm? (Check one) 

Yes 

No If no, what additional trainings If any, do you need? 



What inservices do first grade teachers need in reading if compensatory 
education instruction is to be offered In a push-vn setting? 
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APPEHDIZ A. 



9. How sany math coeipteasacory education students are there In schoolCs)? 
Count Building 



10, How many reading cosnpensatory education students are there in schoolCs)? 
Count Building 



11, Do you feel that there should be a minlaum nimber of compensatory educa- 
tion students per classroom to offer a oath push-In? 

Yes ... If yes, what is this minijsum nianber of sttKients? 



No 

12, What are the agreed upon procedures for the operation of oath push-in? 



13, In the math push'ln setting, which students are you to serve? 



14. During a typical mek, how many days do you use nath manipulatives? 

days per week 

15. What control aiechaniffloa. If any, do you have for push-in? Describe the 
techniques used by you and the clasarooii teacher to Insure that you both 
work with the appropriate pupils* 
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APPEHDIZ A 

Why does nhe first grade raath push-in program iwe manipulatives? 



In your instruction, how do you connect the concept development (raanipu- 
latives) to the symbolic level (textbook) to provide for transfer (bridg- 
ing) ? 



Have you used cooperative learning as part of compensatory education 
instruction? 

... If yes, what has been your principal's reactions? 



No 



What part of your instructional time (expressed as a percentage) is spent 
in cooperative learning activities durii^ a typical ueek? 



Have you started a second graie mathematics push-in? (Check one) 

•-• ^ yes. J»ow successful has it been in comparison to the 

pull-out program? (Circle your rating on the number line.) 

Very Unsucctssful Very Successful 

1 2 3 4 5 

No If no, why not? 



9iould the pushpin program be expanded beyond grade two in mathematics? 
(Check one) 

No 

Comments: 
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Appsniiz A 



Which of th« statements best reflects your judgement relative to the 
effectiveness in mathematics at grade one of tl^ present push-in with 
manipulatives versus the typical pull-out prograa? 

Pull-t>ut is so much more ediK:atlonally effective that push-in 

stould be Immediately discontinued 
Pull-out still appears to be more effective than push-in 
Pull-out and pushpin approaches equally effective 
Push-in still appears to be more effective than pull--out 
, Push-in is so much more educationally effective chat the pull- 
out should be discontinued 

Comments: 



Which of the statements best reflects your Judgement relative to the 
effectiveness in mathematics at grade t«o of tl^ present push-in with 
manipulatives versus the typical pull-out program? 

Pull-out is so much more educationally effective that push-in 
should immediately dlscontlniwd 

Pull-out still appears to be more effective than push-in 

Puxl-out and push-In approaches equally effective 

Push-in still api^ars to be more effective than pull-out 

, Push-in Is so much more educationally effective that the pull- 
out should be discontinued 

Comments: 



Since the push-in to be successful requires Joint planning of bcth 
teachers t %^ich of the followir^ techniques wuld best free up time to 
Jointly plan? (Check one) 

^^^^ Hire substitute during regular wark day 

Pay an after school stipend to extend the school day for 

plannitiig purposes 
Handle planning betneen 8:10 and 8:40 
Other (please specify) 

Dr, you feel that in the math push-in program that the compensatory 
education staff member shares the %iork load (i.e., preparation, planning, 
carrying out instruction, correction of papers, etc#) with the classroom 
teacher? 

_ Yes 

^^^^ No Xf no, which task<s) does the ctmpensatory education staff 
member fall short? 
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APFSSDIX A 



Based on your experience to dace, Is Che push-In in mathematics at grade 
one ■ore effective In terms of keeping scudents on task Ccirae-on-cask) 
than Che pall-ontT (Check one) 

Yes 

No 

Conments: 



Based on your experience to date, is the push-In in oathematics at grade 
two Bore effective in cenns of keeping students on Cask (cime-on-task) 
than the poll-oot? (Check one) 

Yes 
No 

Coflments ; 



Based on your past experience, what is your preferred method of teaching 
early elea»nctfry taathematica (grades 1-3) to coapensatory education stu- 
dents? (Check one) 

Manipulative based instruction 
Paper and pencil computation instruction 
_____ A. combined approach 

Other (please specify) 

What parental Involvement techniques have you employed this year? Use 
the techniques employed below. 
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CBAPrSR I/ASTXCIS 3 FftOCBSS EVAimTIOll 
1989-1990 
CLASSftOQH TEACaSE SimVET 

To assist in planning efforts, the Itopartttent of Cvaluaclonp lasting, and 
Research requests that each grade 1 aiut 2 regular classrocsa teacher that wrks 
«ilch a Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 staff nesber to complete tha attached qiwstion-- 
naire. Many future project endeavors will be based upon your responses ami 
reactions to the qwstlons contained in this Instrument* 

We %ant to obtain your individual perceptions about the programs, all 
responses will be hept conf IdentiaU Ansiier each question as It pertains 
to the progra&CsT you serve. 

If you have any questions » please call Richard Glaus (ext» 307 }• 

Please ccnnplete and return the questionnaire via inter-office mail to 
Richard Claus^ Program Evaluation Division no later than February 7^ 1990. 

ScI»ol: Aste:; 



1. Have you incorporated the n^ definition of reading teaching strategies/ 
procesTOs into your CAT reading objective timeline? (Check one) 

Yes If yes, how are you incorporating tlte new definition of 
readlt^ strategies into your timeline at the following 
grades? 

(Check each grade level that applies and explain how.) 

Grade 2 (Uow?) 

Grade 3 (How?) 



Gr^e 4 (How?) 



Grade 5 (How?) 



Grade 6 (How?) 



No 



2m How many days per meek do you provide Instriwrtlon to students related to 
aiath and readli^ objectives on your building timeline? (Indicate number 
of days per ideek*) 

, Math objectives 

^^^^ F^^ing objectives 



Comsents: 



APPENDIX A 



Which one or ti» of che following new reading stracegies/processes have 
you used the TOSt this year? (Check one or two uost employed) 

Mai^lng/scory £m«s 

Raowi wane, learn (KSH.) about topic 

Directed reading - thinking activity (DRTA) 

Question-answer relationship (QAR) 

Prior knowledge use 

Predicting 
____ Power vrlting 

Higher level questions 

Thinking aloiKl 
Problem solving 

Success in reading and writing 

Echo reading 

Story line with pictures 

Modeling 
SQ3lt 

Whole language 
Categorizing words 

Other (please specify) 

How many aath oanipulative inservices have you attewled this and last year 
for each grade level listed below? (Indicate number attended.) 

______ Gr^e one • 

Grade twa 

Grade three 

Grade four 

Grade five 
Gr^e six 



Comments : 



Have you had enough Inservice training with math oanlpulatives to provide 
an miequate year long compensatory education aath program? (Check one) 

&s 

______ No ... If no, ttiat addluional training, if any, do :^u need? 



What inservices do first grade teachers need in reading if compensatory 
education instruction is to be offered In a push-in setting? 
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How aany aach comi^nMtoty education stud eats are chere in your class- 
roon? 



How many reading compensatory education students are there la your class- 
rooii? 



Xb you feel that there should be a mlalmum mimber of cMspensatoty educa^ 
tion students per classroom to offer a math push-in? 

Yes #.« If yes, ithat is this lalaifflum mnaber of students? 



No 

Wiat are the agreed upon procedures for the operation of math push-in? 



T 



In the «ath pu8h**in setting^ nhich attidents are you to senre? 



Qirlng a typical wek, hoff aany days do you use math manlpulatives? 
days per week 

What control oechaniCTs^ if any, do you have for pushrin? Describe the 
techniques used by you and the classroom teacher to insure that you both 
work «lth the appropriate pupils. 



Why does the first gr^e math push-in program use laanipul stives? 
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In your inscrtictlon, how do you. connect the concept developoeat (aanipu- 
1^-ives) to the synbollc level (textbook) to provide for transfer (bridg- 
ing)? 



Have you uaed cooperative learning as part of coaperaatory education 
instruction? 

Yes ... If yea, what has been your principal's reactions? 



No 



What part of your instructional time (expressed as a percentage) Is spent 
in cooperative learning activities during a typical aeek? 



Have you started a second grade nathematlcs push-in? (Check ona) 

Yes ... If yes, how successful has it been in comparison to the 

pull-out program? (Circle your rating on the number line.) 

Very Ifesuccesaful Very Successful 

1 2 3 4 5 



Mo ... If no„ irfhy !»t? 



Not applicable 

Should the push-in program be expanded beyond grade two in mathematics? 
(Check one) 

____ Yes 

No 

Conraents: 
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20. \Qilck of Che scateaencs best reflects your judganent relative to the 
ef fectlveoess in mt hematics at grade one of the present push-in with 
■anlpulatives versus the typical pull-out program? 

_____ Pull-out is so much aore ed'MCationally effective that push-In 
should be Immediately discontinued 

Pull-out still appears to be more effective than push-in 

Pull-out and push-in approaches equally effective 

Pushrin still appears to be aore effective than pull-out 

_____ Push-in is 80 much more educationally effective that the pull- 
out should be discontinued 
Ifot applicable, I am grade two teacher 

Coopoents: 



21. Which of thsi statei^nts best reflects your judgement relative to the 
effectiveness in mathematics at grade tw of the present push-in with 
manipulatives versus ths typical pull-out prc^ram? 

, Rill-out is so much more educationally effective that push-in 
should be immediately discontinued 
Pull-out still appears to be more effective than push-In 
_^___ Pull-out and push-in approaches equally effective 
_____^ Push-in still appears to be more effective than pull-out 

Push-in is so svtch more educationally effective that the pull- 
out should be discontinued 
^__^ Not applicable, I am a grade one teacher 

Comments: 



22, Since the push-in to be successful requires joint planning of both 
teachers, which of the followit^ techniques would best free up time to 
jointly plan? (Check one) 

Hire substitute during regular wrk day 
____ Pay an after school stipend to extend the school day for 

plannii^ puriK>ses 
_^___^ Handle planning between 8:10 and 8:40 

Other (please specify) 

23. Dd you feel that in the oath push-in program that the ccMapensatory 
education staff member shares the work load (i.e., preparation, planning, 
carrying out instruction, correction of papers, etc) with the classroom 
teacher? 

Yes 

tlo ••• If no, on ^ich task(s) does the compensatory education 
staff member fall short? 
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24, Based on your experience to dace, is the posh-In in natheoatics at grade 
one more effective In terms of keepli^ students on task (tlae-on-task) 
than the pall-ooCT (Check one) 

fee 

No 

_____ Not applicable 
Comments ; 



25. Based on four experience to date, is the p«»li-ln in matheaatlcs at grade 
two Bore effective in terms of keepii^ students on task (ti»e-on-task) 
titan the poll-«A? (Qieck one) 

"fes 

No 

Not applicable 

Comaents : 



26. Based on 5Dur peat experience, what is your preferred n»thod of teaching 
early elementary laatheaatics (gr^es 1-3) to conpeTsatory education stu- 
dents? (Check one) 

Manipulative based instruction 
____ Fkper and pencil computation instruction 
A combined approach 

Other (please specify) 



THANK TDD! 
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CBASfSBL l/iXriCUL 3 RflCESS EfAUIiTZOS 
1989-1990 



lb assise la plaiming efforts, the Departaaenc of Evaluation, Testing, and 
Reaearch requests that each princi{ial fvm a Chapter l/Artide 3 staff 
building ccmplete tlM attached questionnaire regardii^ prograa and building 
operations. Many future project endeavors ttill be based upon your responses 
and reactions to the questions contained in this instruoent. 



Vh want to obtain your individual perceptions about tte progroBS, all 
responses will be kept confidential. Ansfier each question as it pertains 
to ths progr^(s) you serve. 

If jou have any questions, please call Richard Claus (ext. 307). 

Flease conplete and return the questionnaire via inter-office mail to 
Richard Claus, Progr» Evaluation Division no later than February 7, 1990. 



Scbool: 



Dste: 



1. In cofflparison with tl» old coapensatory education objective referenced 
test used last year, rate the d^ree to which the new testing prograia 
(1989-90) is eitltor an iaproveaent or not an inprovement. Circle one 
ratios for each of the followii^ issues: 



Less Leess 



About 

the 
Saae 



a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 
e. 
f. 



h. 
1. 

j< 
k. 



Objectives have been appropriately 
selected for the needs of the 
pupils 

"Fit" with our curriculua/objectives 
Valid 1 tests to taeasure content (face 

validity) 
Itens are free of ge»ier bias 
Item are free of cultural bias 
I^ea fomat (nu&ber of iteas per 
page, print size, directions, pic- 
tures, color, etc.) 
Sellability of scores 
Procedures for test administration 
Clear and complete directions on 

test adainlstration 
&slly read raports of results 
Utility of results for compensatory 

education Instruction 
Itirn around time from end of testing 
until receipt of test rejKjrt 



2 
2 

2 
2 
2 



2 
2 
2 

2 
2 



3 
3 

3 
3 
3 



3 
3 
3 

3 
3 




4 
4 

4 
4 
4 



4 
4 
4 

4 
4 




5 
5 

5 
5 
5 



5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
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Wh«t laprovaaents or changes, if any, need to be aade either this ^ar or 
next in the objective referenced testing pr(^raa? 



Have your teachers incorporated the new definition of reading teaching 
strategies/processes into your CAT reading objective timeline! (Check 
om) 

Yes ... If yes, how are you incorporating the new definition of 
reading strategies into your tiaeline at t\m following 
grades? 

(Check each grade level that applies and explain how.) 

Grade 2 (Bow?) 

Gr«ie 3 (How?) 



Grade 4 (How?) 

Gr^e 5 (&w?) 

Grade 6 (How?) 



So — 

How many days per week do your teachers provide instruction to students 
related to math and readii% objectives on your building timeline? 
(Indicate nuaiber of days per «eek«) 

MRth objectives 
_______ Reeding objectives 

Comments: 
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5. How many oath aanlpulative inseivlcea have you attai»led this and last year 
for each grade level listed below? (Indicate nuaber attended.) 



Grade oen 
Grade tw 
Grade three 
Grade four 
Grade five 
&ade six 



CooBenta: 



6. Have your teachers had enough laser vice craioing with math aanipulat Ive a 
to provide an adequate year loi« oath prograa? (Check one) 

Yes 

No If no, what additional training, if any, do you need? 



7, What inservices do first gride teachers need in reading if compensatory 
education instrwtion is to be offered In a push-in setting? 



8. How many aath ccfflimnsatory education students are there in your school? 



9, How many reading ccrapensatory education students are there in your 
scIkioI? 



10, Do you feel that there should be a minimum niaaber of ccapensatory educa- 
tion students per classroom to offer a aath push-in? 

Yes ... If yes, i^at is this minimum nifflb«9r of etudents? 



No 
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11. What are th« agmd upon procfidurea for the operatiott of nath piwh-lu? 



12. What proceduras. If any, do you have In place to aonitor the ianlementj 
tion of the satheaatics puah-in prograa? 



13. ?Riy does the first grade aath push-in prc^rai use Banipulatives? 



14. Are your teachers using cooperative learning as part of coopensatory edu- 
tion instruction? 

____ Yes If yes, «^at has been your reaction(s)? 



No 



15. Has your building started a second grade mathematics p ish-in? (Check 
one) 

If yes, how successful has it been in coaparison to ct» 

pull-out prograa? (Circle your ratii« on the nusber line.) 

Very fti successful Very Successful 

1 2 3 4 5 



No ... If no, why not? 



16. Sb-uld the push-in program be expanded beyond graie tw in aathematics? 
( ick one) 

Yes 
_ No 

Coments: 
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Ifhich of the statements best reflects your Judgement relative to the 
effectiveness in aatheiaatics at grade one of tte present pushpin with 
sanipulatives versus the typical pull-out program? 

Pull-out is so auch mre educationally effective that pushpin 

should laaediately discontinued 
Pull-out still appears to be aore ef fectira thm push-in 
Pull-out and imsh^in approaches equally effective 
Push-in still appears to be more effective than pull--out 
^^^^ Rish^in is so much more educationally effective that the pull- 
out shotild be discontinued 

Coaments: ^ 



Which of the statements best reflects your Judgement relative to the 
effectiveness in mathematics at grade tw of the present push-in with 
manipulatives versus the typical pull-out pr(^ram? 

^^^^ Pull-out is so auch more educationally effective that push-in 

should be Immediately discontinued 
^^^^ Pull-out still appears to be more effective than push-in 
Pull-out and pushpin approaches equally effective 
Push- in still appears to be more effective than pull-out 
Pushkin is so much more educationally effective that the pull- 
out shou? ^ be discontinued 

Cosments; 



Since the imsh-in to be successful requires joint planning of both 
teachers » which of Lhe following technlqws would best free up time to 
jointly plan? (Check one) 

Hire substitute durii^ regular work daf 

Pay an after school stipend to extemi the school day for 

plannir^ purposes 
Handle planning between 8^10 and 8^40 
Other (please specify) 

Do you feel that in the math push-in prog ran that the compensatory 
education staff member shares the work load (i.e,, preparation, planning, 
carrying out instruction, correction of papers, etc.) with the classroom 
teache r? 

_ Yes 

^^^^^ No If no, which ta8k(s) does the compensatory education staff 
mCTiber fall short? 



APFZHDIX A 



Bised on your txpcrience to ^ate, is the push-in in matheaatics at grade 
one aora effective in terms of keeping students on task (tiae-on-cask.) 
lAsn th« poIl-oncT (Check one) 



No 

Cosnents: 



Based on your experience to date, is the pfwh-ia in aatheaaclcs at gr»ie 
two won effeedve in teras of keeping students on task (tine-on-task) 
Chan the polf-otu:? (Check one) 

No 

Ctosnents: 



Based on your past experience, what is your preferred method of teaching 
early eleiaentary aatheastlcs (grades 1-3) to coapenaatory education stu- 
dents? (Check one) 

Manipulative based instrw:tion 

Paper and pencil ccmputation instruction 

A ctaiblned approach 

Other (please specify) 

What parental Involvement techniques for compensatory education have your 
staff employed this year? List the techniques employed below. 
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1989-90 CmWOMi 1/AlTICLS 3 PROCESS EfMJI^TIOti TE&CHER 
OBSER?ATION CHECKLIST FOE MATSENATICS 
PDSH-IN CIASSROQM 



Grade: 

ClassroQs: .^^^^^^ 
Length of (^serratioa; 



DIRECTIOKS: Use a check i^/) to Imlicate thet presence of an ins true clonal 
diaenslon. 



L Objective of the day: 

^^^^^ Teacher stated (l«e.» 
OR 



Ask one or two students prl\fately (i.e«» 



2m Content of Instruction: 

Nusiber development (l»e«> bean booksi story board, unlfix trains, 
irlndoc^y etc. i ) 
Place value (i»e«> bean and cup, uniflx cubes, base 10 boxes for 
grade 2 and above^ etc«t ) 

^^^^ Patterns (l«»e*i junk boxes, pattern blocks, etc^, ) 

Sortii^ and classifications (l«e,, junk boxes, etc., ) 

Graphing 

^^^^^ Mental math 

Language development of math 

^^^^ Other (please specify) 

3* Kature of instruction: 

Cooperative learning 
Teacher directed 
Independent 

Other (please specify) 
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4. Format oi Instructions In terms of elements observed: 

^^^^^^^ Input/modeling 
Dl rec t Ions 
Activity 

Reinforcement of procedures 
^^^^ Standards for day 

Other elanents (please specify) 



Sm t^ho is in chaise of the classroom? 

Compensatory education teacher 
Regular education teacher 
-^1^ Both 

6» Comfort level of teachers: (Check one rating that best describes the 
wrkli^ relationship between the tm teachers.) 

Excellent 
Good 
Average 
Pair 
Poor 

7m Did the compensatory education teacher wrk exclusively cflth ccsiipensatory 
education pupils? 

Yes 

Unable to determine 

8» Estimate of the average number of minutes of active participation >f the 
typical compensatory education pupil. 

minutes 

Comments: (Alternative activities or other procedures Chat may Increase 
tlme--on-*task of pupils*) 




9, What recOTmendations, if any, would you make to Improve this push-in 
session? 
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TABLE C 1. MASTSR QiSSTimi lUkBtlZ FOft CCMRHSATORY fEDOOkTIOH 

mcarat, clisskogm mem, ahd fkimcisu. cakPTER i/ 

ASTXCLB 3 HtOCESS S?AI.OAXIOII SOtVET, 1989-90. 





&irvey 


Question 


Nuabers 


Master 








Question 


Compensatory 






Ntmber 


Education 


Classroom 






Teacher 


Teacher 


Pr inclpal 


1 


1 




« 

i 


2 


2 


WW 


2 


3 


3 


I 


3 


4 


4 


2 


4 


5 


5 


3 




6 


6 


4 


5 


7 


7 


5 


6 


8 


8 


6 


7 


9 


9 


7 


8 


10 


10 


8 


9 


11 


1 1 


9 


10 


12 


12 


10 


1 1 


13 


13 


U 




14 






12 


15 


14 


12 




16 


15 


13 




i. f 






13 


18 


17 


15 




19 


18 


16 


14 


20 


19 


17 




21 


20 


18 


15 


22 


21 


19 


16 


23 


22 


20 


17 


24 


23 


21 


18 


25 


24 


22 


19 


26 


25 


23 


20 


27 


26 


24 


21 


28 


27 


25 


22 


29 




26 


23 


30 


29 




24 
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1/ASTICtE 3 FROCBSS S?AI.a&TIOIf RESOLtS, 1989-^ 



lespoodlog feoopa ; 

Compensatory Education Tteachers (CET) — (S-18) 
Claasroom Teacher <CT) — (N-31) 
Principals (P)— (N-12) 

Bimberliig of qoetattons : 

The tabulated results are by master question number that relate the three sets 
of questions to a conaion ntmbaring system (see Appendix C for a matrix that 
relates the nuobering systems of the three surveys to the master question num- 
ber). 



I, fii C(»iparison with the old ccrapensatt^ry education objective referenced 
test used last year, rate the degree to which the new testing program 
(1989-90) is either an improvement or not an improvement. Circle one 
rating for each of the following issues: 

About 

Much tlie mxch 

Less Lesa Sawe More tfore 

12 3 4 



Average Sating 







CRT 


P 


a* 


Objectives have been appropriately selected 


3.3 


3.4 




for the needs of the pupils 






b. 


"Fit" with our currieulim/Qbjecti\^8 


3.3 


3.5 


c. 


Valid items to measure cont'^nt (face validity) 


3.5 


3.4 


d. 


Items are free of gender bias 


2.9 


3,4 


e* 


Items are free of cultural bias 


2.9 


3.4 


f. 


Item format (number of items per page, print 


3.2 


3,4 




size, directions, pictures, color, etc.) 






g- 


Keliability of scores 


3.0 


2.9 


h. 


Procedures for test administration 


3.2 


3.0 


i. 


Clear and complete directions on test adminlt- 


2.9 


3» <i 




tion 




i- 


Easily read reports of results 


1.9 


2.4 


k. 


Utility of results for compensatory education 


2.6 


2.9 




instruction 






1. 


TUrn around time from end of testing until 


2.8 


3.0 



receipt of test report 
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What improvements or changes, if any, need to be made either this year or 
next in the objective referenced testing program? 

GET P 

• Results need to be stated in a clearer more infor- 6 2 

aative aanner 

• Define math objectives 3 2 

• Eliolnate it because «e do coo lauch testing 2 1 

• Reading elections should be longer to parallel 0 I 

CAT and MEAP 

• Objectives should "fit" %rith building objectives 1 0 

H«ve you incorporated the new definition of reading teachii^ strategies/ 
processes into your CAT reading objective timeline? (Check one) 

GET CT F 

16 ( 88.9%) 20 ( 64. 5S) 10 ( 83. 3X) 

No 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 2 ( 16-7%) 

Not Applicable/ 2 ( 11.1%) 11 ( 35.5%) 0 ( 0.0%) 
lio Response 

Total 18 (100.0%) 31 (100.0%) 12 (100.0%) 

If yes, how are you incorporating the new definition of re^li« strategies 
into your timeline at the follradng grades? 







GET 


CT 


F 


Grade 2 






• 


Incorporated but no techniques specified 


0 


20 


0 


• 


Story aapplng 


7 


0 


4 


• 


More brainstorming before reading using predict- 
ii« and different questioning technlqi«s 


6 


0 


2 


• 


Question-answer relationship (QAR) 


5 


0 


3 


• 


Know, want, learn {WL) about topic 


3 


0 


3 


• 


Prior knowledge use 


3 


0 


1 


• 


Echo reading 


3 


0 


0 


• 


Oiildren's literature for comprehension 


3 


0 


0 


• 


Thinking aloud 


2 


0 


0 


• 


Directed reading 


1 


0 


0 


• 


McGraw-Hill text daily 


1 


0 


1 


• 


NMt to teach main idea 


1 


0 


0 


• 


Story frames 


1 


0 


0 


• 


Modeling 


1 


0 


• 


Cooperative learning 


0 


0 




• 


Context clues 


0 


0 




• 


PIu>nic8 


0 


0 




• 


Directed reading- thinking activity 


0 


0 




• 


Teaching skills in context 


0 


0 
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Grade 3 

• Xacorpo raced but no techniques specified 
Seory mapping 

More brainsCormlng before reading using predicting 
and different questioning techniques 

!SfL 

Prior knowledge 

Children's literature for comprehension 
Thinking aloud 

• ftore reading in the infonaational areas 

• Echo reding 

mm 

Categorizing words 
Context clues 
Phonics 

• Sight words 

• Model ing 

• McGraw-Hill text daily 



Grade 4 

• Ib-'-orporated but no techniques specified 

• Story napping 

• Brainatonnlng before reading involving predicting 
e QAK 

• Prior knowledge 

• Children's literature for comprehension 

• wai. 

• Echo reading 

• Categorizing w>rds 

• imm 

• CAT objectives with new definition of reading 

• More resKiing in the infonaational areas 

• McGraw-HUl text dally 

• Thinking aloud 

• >fo deling 

• Cooperative learning 



CET 


CT 


P 


Z 




0 


7 




4 


A 




2 






3 






3 


J 




1 


J 




0 






0 


I 




0 


1 




0 


I 




2 


1 


— 


0 


0 




1 


0 


— 


1 


u 




1 


1 




1 


A 

u 




1 


CET 


CT 


P 


£ 




0 






3 


0 




1 


A 




2 






1 






0 


Z 




z 






u 


C 




0 






2 






0 






0 






0 






0 






1 






1 
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CET CT P 

Grade 5 

• Incorporated but no techniques specified 2 — 0 

• Story npping 9 — 3 

• QAR 7—2 

• More bralnstomii^ before reading usii% predicting 5 •— 1 

and different questioning techniques 

• JSfL 2—1 

• Prior knowledge 3 — g 

• Children's literature for comprehension 3 — 0 

• Eclw reading 2 0 

• Cat^orizit^ mr6a 2 — 0 

• llhinklng aloud 2 — 0 

• McGraw-^ll text daily 1 — 1 

• More readings in the infornational areas I — 0 

• CAT objectives plus new definition of reading 1 — q 

• Modeling I ^1 

• ISLTk 0 ^2 

GET CT P 

Grade 6 

• Incorporated but no techniques specified 2 — 0 

• Story iBappiag 8 3 

• More brainstoralng before reading using predicting 6 — 1 

and other qt»stioning techniques 

• QAR 4—2 

• WL 3—2 

• Qiildren's literature for comprehension 3 — q 

• Prior knowledge 2 1 

• Thinking aloud 2 0 

• Echo reading X — 0 

• More reading in the Informational areas 1 — 0 

• Modeling I —.J 

• DRTA I 2 

• CAT objectives and new definition of reading 1—0 

• McGrairflill text daily 0 ~ I 



f. How many days per wek do you provide instruction to students related to 
math and reading objectives on your building timeline? (Indicate number 
of days per wek.) 

Math Objectives Reading Objectives 





CET 


CT 


P 


CET 


CT 


P 


Modal number/ week 
Average nunber/week 


2.0 
2.2 


5.0 
3.9 


2.0 
2,6 


3.0 
3.1 


5.0 
4.2 


3.0 
3.4 
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5. 



Which one or n» of the following new reading strategies/ processes have 
you ased the womt this year? (Check one or two aoat employed.) 



6. 







GET 


CT 






10 


1 7 


# 


Know. W&nti. learn flCUT AHnnt- t- 




4 




«#A«.^vvTO i.c<RAx.u|| wuxilKXlig SCCXVXCy yui\iJi.f 


7 


10 


w 


Olid St*! on^^ll n AIM T* v**fiil r%neK4 v% /" rtA D \ 


8 


8 


w 


*■ ^ * n^i/ 9?V42^c use 


7 


14 




Ptedictinff 


6 


8 






Q 


6 


• 


Higher level questions 






• 


Thmkii^ aloud 


2 


4 




Problem living 


2 


6 


• 


Success in reading and writing 


0 


7 


• 


Echo reading 


0 


4 


• 


Story line vith pictures 


1 


2 


• 


Modeling 


2 


8 


• 


SQ3R 


2 


2 




lAiole language 


0 


5 


• 


Cat^orlzipg words 


1 


4 



How many math manipulative Inservlces have you attended this and last year 
for each grade level listed below? (Indicate number attended.) 







Average 


ftmber 


Attended 






GET 


CT 


P 


Grade 


one 


2.0 


3.6 


I* 


Grade 


two 


U7 


3.8 


11 


Grade 


three 


0.6 




ft 


Gr£uie 


four 


0.8 




if 


Grade 


five 


0.3 




tf 


Gr^e 


six 


0.9 




ft 



*Each responding principal attended a single inservice. Approximately 
half of the principals were not sure about grade level of laservice 
attended. 

7, Have you had enough Inservice training with math oanipulatives to provide 
an adequate year long math program? (Check one) 



Yes 

No 

No Response 



14 
4 
0 



CKT 

( 77.8%) 
( 22.2%) 
( 0.0%) 



22 
8 

1 



CT 

( 71.0%) 
( 2 5.8%) 
( 3.2%) 



10 
2 
0 



( 83.3%) 
( 16.7%) 
( 0.0%) 



Total 



18 (100.0%) 



31 (100.0%) 



12 (100.0%) 
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If no, what addictonal Crainlng, If any, do you need? 







GET 


CT 


p 


• 


Yearly reinforcement and review of what had been 


1 


8 


1 




presented in the past 










Aaoed tips on manipulatives 


1 


1 


0 


• 


Place value 


0 


1 


0 


w 


xraining snoula oe continuous 


1 


0 


0 


m 


Fractions 


I 


0 


0 


m 


Round Ing 


1 


0 


0 


# 


Estimation 


I 


0 


0 


m 


Metrics 


1 


0 


0 


m 


Money 


I 


0 


0 


m 


Time 


1 


0 


0 


• 


Story probleos 


1 


0 


0 


• 


Area 


I 


0 


0 



What Inservlces do first grade teachers need In reading if coiapensatory 
eaucation Instruction is to be offered In a push-in setting? 





GET 


CT 


p 


• Ifow to teach cooperatively (teamwork) 


4 


5 


2 


• Classroom sanag^ent to lessen distraction of 


2 


4 


0 


tw teachers in room at once 








• Suggestion on how to incorporate coopensatory 


2 


1 


0 


education services into realli^ prc^ram 








• Ibachers need to know that our reading activities 


3 


0 


0 


only supplement their own 








• Story telling (with pictures) 


2 


2 


0 


• Phonics 


2 


0 


0 


• »ist have planning time with first grade teacher 


2 


0 


0 


before I can answer 








• Questioning for higher level thinking/ problem 


1 


I 


0 


solving 








• ^access in reading/writing modules (whole 


0 


2 


0 


language) 








• Modeling 


0 


2 


0 


• Maki% story books 


0 




0 


• New reading series 


0 




1 


• Pr«ilctlng 


0 




0 


• Thinking alotai 


0 




0 


• Power writing 


0 




0 


• ISLTk 


0 




0 


• 


0 




0 


• Observation and evaluation of Instrtictlon 


0 


0 


1 


• Materials beyond readii^ series 


I 


0 


0 
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9A. How many oath compensatory education students are there in your school(s)? 







P 


Baillid 


43* 


72 


Coul ter 






Eaersoa 


23 





Fuerb ringer 


^ 


13 


N. Haley 


44 




He a(7 enrich 


65 




Herig 


29 


29 


Hoi^htan 






Jeroiae 


22 


23 


JoQ.es 


61 




Kemp ton 


27 


12 


Longfelloir 




93 


Longscreet 


80 




J* lotmiB 


69 


— 


Maw* 4 1 1 D.«wl« 

riemii rarK 


23 


24 


C* F* Miller 






Jm Haore 


— 


35 


Mo r ley 


60 




J* Rouse 


11 


56 


Sallna 






Stone 




63 


Webber He. 


34** 




Zilnaukee 




2 


♦Grades 1 and 2^ 






count only. 







9B. How many math compensatory education students are there in your cl 
room? 



CT 



Average Nianber 6,0 
Modal Nunber 3 
Median Number 5 

Limira of Range 1 to 14 
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IQkm H&w ©any reading coiapensatory education sttxients are there in your 
school(s)? 





UIX 


r 


iiaxxi xe 




lie 


VVfl UJL. ^ 








JO 








ZJ 


W Hal ATP 


72 




tie av enricn 


95 




nerig 




40 


• msw W j% 

noi^nuon 








A Q 




Jones 






Keaipton 


26 


22 


uongreiloir 




135 


iiongoc refit 


71 






00 




Merrill Park 


62 


ftO 


C. F. Miller 






J* Moore 




5<i 


Mo rley 


64 




J. Rouse 


a 


73 


Salina 






Stone 




93 


Vebbar Ele* 


80** 




Zllmukee 




0 



*Second grade only, 
**My count only, 

IQB, Ifow many reading compensatory education students are there in your class- 
room? 

CT 

Average Number 6, 7 

Modal lumber 4, 5 

Median Number 6 
Limits of Bange 0 to 17 

lU Do you feel that there should be a minimum number of compensatory educa- 
tion students per classroem to offer a math push-in? 

CET CT p 

^8 13 ( 72.2%) 14 C 45.2%) 6 ( 50.0%) 

No 5 ( 27.8%) 14 ( 45.2%) 5 < 41.7%) 

No Response 0 ( 0,0%) 3 ( 9.6%) 1 { 8,3%) 

Total 18 (100.0%) 31 (100.0%) 12 (100.0%) 



ERIC 
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13. 



If yea, what is this rainlaum nvaaber of sti»ients? 

CRT CT P 



Average MinimujB 7,4 5.2 

Modal HiniiBUffl 5 5 

Limits of Kange 2-25 l-IO 



6.0 

3,5, 10 
3-10 



12. What are the agreed upon procedures for the operation of math push-in? 



Flanalog is a shared effort 

Instructioa is the responsibility of the class- 
room teacher 

CoBipensatory education teacher l»lps only com- 
peasatory education children 

Both teachers teach the lesson 

Don't push-in if classroom teacher is absent 

Math their wy 

GlassroCT teacher prepares aaterials 

thirty alnutes of service regardless of ntmber of 

compensatory education pupils twice per veek 
Pull-out children if regular classroom teacher 

absent 

Compensatory education teacher reviews and 
reteacltes 

ftjsh-in service only given lAen requested by teacher 
None, every classroom is different 
Classroom teacher does gr^ing 
Plannii^ is up to classroc® teacher 
Agreement on activity/ objective to work on 



CST 


CT 


F 


r 
J 


il 


it 
4 


A 


u 


<j 


A 
*♦ 


A 


J 


3 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 




0 


0 




3 


1 




1 


0 




0 


3 




0 


0 




2 


1 


0 


0 


1 


0 


1 


0 


0 


3 


0 



In the math push-in setting, which students are you to serve? 

CST 



• Only compensatory education students 

• Depends upon classroom (some only compensatory 

ediH^ation and others entire classroom) 

• All 

• Students not on ompensatory education 



14 
2 

0 
0 



CT 

0 
0 

20 
7 



14. 



What procedures, if any, do you have in place to monitor the implementa- 
tion of the mathematics push-in program? 



• Classroom observations 

• Faculty meeting discussion and questions 

• Teacher discussion 

• lesson plans checked every two i^eeks 

• Scheduled times 

• Pre- and post-testing 

• Ho monitoring possible because of vague guidelines 



7 
3 
2 
I 
1 
1 
I 



o 
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Qiriag a typical wek, ho*r many days do you use math aanipulatives? 

CET CT 

Average Niaber of Ebys Per Vfeek 2.5 3. 1 

Modal Ihimber of Days Per Heek 2 2 

What control mechanlsiBs, if any, do you have for push-in? Describe the 
techniques used by you and the classroon teacher to insure that you both 
work with tl» appropriate pupils. 



CKT CT 



• 


Classrocm teacher teaclws whole class vhil& 


8 


0 




coopensatory education teaclutr gives indi- 








vidual help 






• 


Sit ccmipensatory educ<ition students together 


6 


7 


• 


Ifone 






• 


Names of students posted 


2 


I 


• 


Te£ffii teaching approach 


1 


0 


• 


Send child to appropriate teacter 


1 


I 


• 


Have classroon teacher focus on "near normal" 


0 


1 




child 






• 


Try to wark vlth my ccrapensatory education pupils 


0 


2 



Why does the first grade iMth push-in prt^rim use manipulatives? 



CEX CT P 

• For better understamllng of what math concepts 8 18 6 

really mean (addition, subtraction, and place 
value) because of the practice with manipula- 
tives at the concrete level (hands on ami 
visualization speeds the learnii^ process) 

• Better mderstanding of our nianber system/ math 5 0 6 

concepts 

• To teach reasoning and Ic^ic 0 0 1 

In your instruction, how do you connect the concept development (oanipu- 
iatives) to the symbolic level (textbook) to provide for transfer (bridg- 
ing)? 







CST 


CT 


• 


Writing problems and answers 


10 


16 


• 


Too long for an explanation but I do use It 


0 


3 


• 


Ma tchlng/naming 


2 


0 


• 


We use the connecting level 


0 


2 


• 


The way Kathy tells us at the inservice 


2 


0 


• 


Having students find a variety of solutions to 


I 


0 




probl ems 






• 


Carefully, as understanding Indicates 


0 


1 


• 


Correlates with textbook 


0 


1 


• 


Yes, when the student is ready 


1 


0 


• 


No response 


2 


8 
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19. Have you used (or are your teachers using) cooperacive learning as part of 
compenaacory education instruction? ^ 



Yes 
Mo 

Ifo Response 



CET 

U ( 77.8%) 
3 ( 16. 7Z) 
1 ( 5.5%) 



CT 

23 ( 74.2%) 
3 ( 9.7%) 
5 ( 16.1%) 



'^'"^^ 18 (100.0%) 31 (IDO.0%) 

If yes, what has been your principal's reactions? 



10 ( 83.4%) 

1 C 8.3%) 

1 ( 8.3%) 

12 (100.0%) 



CET 

9 

0 



CT 

17 
0 



4 
2 



20. 



• Support ive//favorable/excellent 

• More planning should be taken to plan both regu- 

lar and compensatory edwiation 

• Don't know/ no response ^ 6 4 

What part of your instructional time (expressed as percentage) is soent 
in cooperative learning activities during a typical v ek? ^ 

Fftrcentage of TIses Speac 
in Coon eratlve Learning 



0% 
Small 

5% 
10% 
15% 
20% 
25% 
30% 
50r 
60% 
75% 

Unable to respond 



CET 

3 
0 
0 

2 

0 

3 

5 

2 

0 

0 

i 

3 



CT 

1 

1 

5 

2 

2 

3 

2 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 



Modal percentage 
Average percentage 



25% 5% 
24,8% 18.8% 



21. 



Have you started a second grade mathematics push-In? (Check one) 



Yes 
No 

No Response 
Total 



CET 

15 ( 83.3%) 
3 ( 16.7%) 
0 ( 0.0%) 



CT 

n ( 84.6%) 
2 ( 15.4%) 
0 ( 0.0%) 



12 (100.0%) 
0 ( 0.0%) 
0 ( 0.0%) 



18 (100-0%) 13 (100.0%) 12 (100.0%) 
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It yea, how successful has it been in ctaparison to the pull-out progr^? 

(Circle your rating on the niaober line.) 

%{t«iec«a«fvl Sttccesaful 
1 2 3 4 5 





n 


A«g Bating 


GET 


15 


3.5 


CT 


8 


3.2 


P 


12 


3.0 



If no, why not? 



CBT 



• Sc.hedulii^ conflict i 

• &iccess with traditional method I 

• Not involved i 

22. 9iould the imsh>in program be expanded beyond gr^e two in mathematics? 
(Check one) 

GET CT P 

Yes 4 ( 22.2%) 15 ( 48.4Z) 3 ( 25.0Z) 

No 6 ( 33.3%) 6 ( 19. 4Z) 7 ( 58. 3Z) 

Don't Know 3 ( 16.7%) I ( 3.2%) 2 ( 16.7%) 

No Response 5 ( 27.8%) 9 ( 29.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

Total 18 (100.0%) 31 (100.0%) 12 (100.0%) 
Comments: 







C8T 


CT 


p 


• 


Yes, continue the process In the elementary because 


0 


4 


0 




of manipulatives 








• 


Yes, it w>uld be beneficial for third gr^iers 


2 


0 


0 


• 


Yes, wherever needed of course 


0 


1 


0 


• 


Yes, helps lessen time wsted and makes sure that 


0 


1 


0 




activities are the aam as the classroom 








• 


Yes, maybe to grade 3 


0 


1 


0 


• 


Yes, less time for grades 4-6 


0 


0 


1 


• 


Yes, only expand one grade at a time after careful 


0 


0 


1 




planning 






• 


Ifadecided, only if teachers agree 


0 


0 


1 


• 


Ui«iecided, it should depend on student needs 


0 


0 


I 


• 


So, pull-out more students and save time 


3 


1 


5 


• 


No, upper grade level teachers are less flexible 


2 


0 


0 




and are less likely to accept change 






• 


No, more can be done in small groups than entire 


3 


0 


0 



group setting of push- in 
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CET 


CT 


p 


1 


0 


0 


1 


1 


0 


0 


c 


1 


0 


0 


1 


0 


I 


0 



Conaaenta: (Continued) 



• No, It creates aore scheduling problen» when you 

cannot combine classrocms 

• Ito» poor idea/ farce 

• it wuld be better if compensatory education 
teacher can work with all sti^ents 

• No, when expaiKied more help will be needed 

• No, by grade 3 children should be able to transfer 

to paper especially If K-2 have done an adequate 
job 

23, Which of the statements best reflects your Judganent relative to the 
effectiveness in mathematics at grade one of the present push-in with 
manipulatives versus the typical jnai-out prog ran? 

CEX CT P 

Pull-out la so auch more educationally effec- 2 ( 11. IZ) 4 ( 12.9%) 3 ( 25.02) 
tive that push-in should be iaunediately 
discontinued 

PUll-out still aj).;ars to be more effective 4 ( 22. 2Z) 5 ( 16.1%) 4 ( 33. SZ) 
than puair-in 

ftill-out and push-in approaches equally 6 ( 33.4%) 4 ( 12.9%) 1 ( 8,4%) 
effective 

PUsh-ln still appears to be more effective 2 ( li.1%) I ( 3.2%) 0 ( 0.0%) 
than pull-out 

ftish-in is so much more educationally effec- 4 ( 22.2%) 4 ( 12.9%) 4 ( 33,3%) 
tive than the pull-out should be discon- 
tinued 

Not applicable, I am a grade 2 teacher 0 ( 0.0%) 11 ( 35.5%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

No response 0 ( 0.0%) 2 ( 6.5%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

18 (100.0%) 31 (100.0%) 12 (100.0%) 
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24. Which of the statements best reflects your judgement rela» ve to the 
effectiveness In matheaatics at gtad& two of the present push-in with 
manipulatives versus the typical pull-out program? 

GET CT P 

Pull-out is so lauch more educationally effec- 2 ( 11. IX) 1 ( 3.2%) 3 ( 25.0Z) 
tlve that push-in should he immediately 
di scont Inued 

Pull-out still appears to be more effective 6 ( 33.3%) 3 ( 9. 7%) 4 ( 33. 4Z) 
than push-in 

Rill-out and push-in approaches equally 5 < 27. 8Z) 4 ( 12.9%) 2 ( 16.6%) 
effective 

Rish-ln still appears to be more effective 5 C 27.8%) 2 ( 6.4%) 1 ( 8.4%) 
than pull-out 

Riah-ln is so much more educationally effec- 0 ( 0.0%) 1 ( 3.2%) 2 ( 16.6%) 
tlve than the pull-out should be discon- 
tinued 

Not applicable, I am a grale 1 teacher 0 ( 0.0%) 14 ( 45-2%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

No response 0 ( 0.0%) 6 ( 19.4%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

Total 18 (100.0%) 31 (100.0%) 12 (100.0%) 

25, Since the push-in to be successful requires joint planning of both 
teachers, which of the follovring techniques \«>uld best free up ti-«.e to 
jointly plan? (CIteck one) 



Hire substitute during regular work day 
Pay an after school stipend to extend the 

school day for planning purposes 
Handle planning between 8:10 and 8:40 
Other (please specify): 

- All the above 

- Handle betwsen 12:20-1:35 (longL-r lunch 

hour) 

- Handle between 8: 10-3: 10 
No Response 

Total 

26. Jh you feel that in the math push-in program that the compensatory edu- 
cation staff member shares the work load (i.e., preparation, planning, 
carrying out instruction, correction of papers, etc.) with the classroom 
teacher? 

CRT CT P 

Yes 11 ( 61.1%) 14 ( 45.22) 9 ( 75,0%) 

No 6 ( 33.3%) 16 ( 51,6%) 2 ( 16.4%) 

No Besponse 1 ( 5.6%) 1 ( 3.2%) 1 ( 8.3%) 

Total 18 (100.0%) 31 (100.0%) 12 (100.0%) 







GET 






CT 






p 


6 


( 


33.3%) 


10 


( 


32.3%) 


4 


( 


33.3%) 


5 


( 


27.7%) 


9 


( 


29.0%) 


4 


( 


33. 3%) 


3 


( 


16.7%) 


5 


( 


16. 1%) 


3 


( 


25, 0%) 


1 


( 


U. 1%) 


0 


( 


0.0%) 


0 


( 


0.0%) 


0 


( 


0.0%) 


1 


( 


3.2%) 


0 


( 


0.0%) 


0 


( 


0. 0%) 


0 


( 


0. 0%) 


1 


( 


8.4%) 


3 


( 


16.7%) 


6 


( 


19.4%) 


0 


( 


0.0%) 


18 (100-0%) 


31 


(100.0%) 


12 


(100.0%) 
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If no, v^hich task(s) does the compensatory education staff mefflbsr fall 
short? 



2 7. 



• 
• 

• 



CSorreccing paj^ers 
Instruc tlon/teaching 
Planning lesson 
Preparation of oaterials 
All tasks 

All but carrying out instruction 
Startii^ on time 



GET 


CT 




3 


1 


0 


3 


0 


1 


0 


1 


I 


0 


4 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


1 


0 



Based on your experie ice to date, is the push-In mathematics at grade 
one aore effective in terms of keeping students on task (t Itne-on-task) 
than the pull-out? (Check one) 



28. 









CT 






6 


( 33.31) 


7 


( 22.6Z) 


6 


( 50.0%) 


ii 


( 61. U) 


8 


( 25.8%) 


5 


( 41.7%) 


0 


{ 0.02) 


1 


( 3.2%) 


1 


( 8.3%) 


1 


( 5,62) 


15 


( 48.4%) 


0 


( 0.0%) 


18 


(lOO.OZ) 


31 


(iOO.0%) 


12 


(100.0%) 



Yes 
No 

Undecided 
Ho Bespoase 

Total 

Based on your experience to date," is the push-ia in mathematics at grade 
two aore effective in terms of keeping st»idents on task (time-on task) 
than the pall-out? (Check one) 



1Q 



Yes 
No 

Uirfecid ed 
No l^sponse 

Total 



GET 

7 ( 38.9%) 
10 ( 55.6%) 

0 ( 0.0%) 

1 ( 5.5%) 

18 (100.0%) 



CT 

4 ( 12.9%) 
8 ( 25.8%) 
1 ( 3.2%) 
18 ( 58.1%) 

31 (100.0%) 



4 ( 33.3%) 

6 ( 50.0%) 

2 ( 16.7%) 

0 ( 0.0%) 

12 (100.0%) 



Based on your pant experience, what is your preferred method of teaching 
early elementary mathematics (grades 1-3) to compensatory education stu- 
dents? (Check one) 



Manipulative based instruction 

Paper and pencil computation instruction 

A comhined approach 

thidecided 

Total 



0 
0 
18 
0 



CET 

( 0.0%) 
( 0.0%) 
(100.0%) 
( 0.0%) 



3 
0 
28 
0 



CT 

9.7%) 
0.0%) 
90,3%) 
0.0%) 



2 
0 
9 
1 



( 



16-7%) 
0.0%) 

75.0%) 
8.3%) 



18 (100.0%) 31 (100.0%) 12 (100.0%^ 
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30. Wiat parental involveoent techniques have you Miployed this year? List 
the techniiues employed below. 











m 


Fdrea t** te dc he r con f e re nee s 


Q 


D 


m 


Called parencs (phone call) 


6 


3 


m 


Parents as rooa helc^r s/tutors/and runner of conies 


4 


2 


m 


Parent oieetings at night 


2 


3 


m 


Ctondiurted parental workshop on the "Head Aloud Pro^ 


2 


2 










m 


Sent notes hoae 


2 


0 


m 


Parent "Help Packets" given on personal basis 


1 


0 


• 


Share McGrair-flill story by story vocabulary list 


1 


0 


• 


Potluck dinner 


1 


0 


• 


Esplanation of program 


0 


1 


# 


John Bsterson meeting 


0 


I 


• 


invited some parents for some grade level meetings 


0 


1 
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1989-90 CMPTO l/AKTICLE 3 PROCESS KmOATION TKACHKE 
O&SKRVATIOH CKCKLKT FOR HATHBhATICS 
POSH-IH CIASSROQf 

Deaographlcs of (feaervatioaa : 

• First ami second grade classrooms observed (N-53) 

• Period of observations: February 7 through >farch 30 1990 

• aassrooms observed as percent of total to be observed: 63.9% (or 53 of 

classrooms) 

• ^^^««tjry buildings where one or more observations occurred: 20 of 23 

C87.02) exceptions were Coulter, Longstreet, and Milder 

• Average length of observation: 38.4 minutes (range 16 to 75 minutes) 

1. Objective of the day: 

lL'!fL''\'f ^2 ( 79. 2Z) 

Required asking one or tuo students privately U ( 20.8%) 



Total 

2. Content of instruction: 



53 (100.0%) 



Number development (i.e., bean books, story board. 17 ( 24 3%) 

unlflx trains, window, etc.) 

Place value (i.e., bean and cup, unlflx cubes, 30 ( 42 9%) 

base 10 boxes for grade 2 and above, etc.) 

Patterns (i.e., junk boxes, pattern blocks, etc.) 4 ( 5.7%) 

Sorting aai classifications (i.e., junk boxes, etc.) 2 ( 2.9%) 

Graphing ^ , ' 

Mental math 5 

Language development of math 8 ( H*4%) 

Other (please specify) ' 

2 ( 2.9%) 

—Multiplication of single digits using manipula- 1 ( 

tives " ' 

—Worksheets on time, two column addition with I ( i,4Z) 

carrying and cw> column subtraction with ' 

regrouping 



Total* 

*Multiple categories possible per teacher. 



70 (100.0%) 
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3. Kature of Instruction: 

- Cooperaclve learning 11 ( 20.7%) 

- Teacher directed 31 (58.6%) 

- Independent U < 20.7%) 

Total 53 (100.0%) 
4» Formal: of Instruction in terms of elements observed: 

- Input/modeling 24 ( 45.3%) 

- Directions 43 ( 81. 1%) 

- Activity 45 ( 84,9%) 

- Reinforcement of procedures 24 ( 45,3%) 

- Standards for day 21 (39.3%) 

- Other elements (please specify) 

— Positive reintorcement 6 ( 11.3%) 

— Guided practice 4 ( 7,5%) 

—Closure 1 ( i,9Z) 

— Independent practice 1 ( 1.9%) 

— Worksheet 1 ( 1.9%) 

5. Who is in charge of the classroom? 

- Compensatory education teacher 8 ( 15.1%) 

- Regular education teacher 29 ( 54,7%) 

- Boch 16 ( 30.2%) 

Total 53 (100.0%) 

6. Comfort level of teachers: (Check one rating that best describes the 
i^orkli^ relationship between the two teachers.) 

- Excellent 14 ( 26.4%) 

- Good 26 ( 49.1%) 

- Average 7 ( 13.2%) 

- Fair 6 ( U.3%) 

- Poor 0 ( 0.0%) 

To al 53 (100.0%) 

7. Did the compensatory education teacher w>rk exclusively with compensatory 
education pupils? 

- Yes 26 ( 49.1%) 

- 19 ( 35.8%) 

- Unable to determine 8 ( 15.1%) 

Total 53 (100.0%) 
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8. Estimate of the average number of minutes of active participation of the 
typical coopenaation education pupil. 

• As indicated above the average typical push-in session observed 

lasted 38.4 minutes (ranged from 16 to 75 minutes). 

• Ihe average number of minutes of active participation across all 

push-in sessions observed les 35 minuces (ranged from 13 to 75 
minutes) . 

• Below is the frequency distribution of the percentage of active par- 

ticipation as a function of the length of the mathematics push-in 
classroom. 

Percentage of Aettve Earticlnatton Classroom Count 

100-90.1 33 

90-80. 1 13 

80-70.1 2 

70-60. 1 I 

60-50.1 I 

50-40. 1 3 

40-30.1 0 

30-20. 1 0 

20-10.1 0 

10- 0.0 0 



9. 



Total 



53 



• Sponge activities 

• ^tJT^f^'' activity - a variation of the same task (e.g., an additional 

page of number sentences using some objects other than those being 
used in the original activity ^ 

I &tte^^1^^^° ^"""t ^o^^^^^ instead of doing it on the board 

1 /^^r^^i°'' °^ students needed (regular classroom teacher to 
layed back and not observing) 

• Have grid sheets already constricted 

• Have bags of materials pre-ccainted 

^sionr'°^"^^"°''^' ^""^^ "^"^^ '° ^P'^^^^ ^^^^ 

• Specify alternative activities 

• Use small black boards for group etching to write down what they 

consider the correct answer to be 

• Group compensatory education students together so it will be easier 

to work with rhera 

• Provide /additional attention to compensatory education pupils 

. Conducting activities related to the compensatory education test 
and not just the manipulatlves 

. Students seemed ready to take on individual assignments (all prob- 
lems were done from the front of the room) 



52 
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M introduction stating the objective and how the activity will help 

tlte student meet his/her objective 
letter arrangCTient of desks so that baskets of cubes will not fall 

dom as often 

Btanples of how to do the work and working through a couple of prob- 
leoe prior to starting the entire group on tltelr own (review of 
strategies and expectations) 

Pre-counting cubes in each bag such that they are equal to reduce 
set-up time 

Refrain frcsa calling compensatory education students pet names auch 

as "Little girls", etc. 
Hire aides rather than compensatory education teachers to fulfill 

the role of an aide In the push-in mathematics setting 
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GSRERAI. CQMfEllTS COKERlfZIIG OBSERTAIIONS 

^ 4^^%""^ ''tf^''^ observacioas i«re carried out over a c«d month 

period (frao the first week of February until the last week of March. 1990) 
was the frequent cancellations of push-in nathematics sessions. Aside from 

of either teacher (a variable over which there is little control), the 
predominant reason for these cancellations «as the teachers' participation in 
inservlce activities, ^ 

Soiae push-in sessions (in at least three classrooos at Bail He) are not 

teffhtr^^ ^c^l^ti^^' K^^^ ^^^"^ demarrfed by the regular classroom 

teacher. Otherwise the sessions for these teachers are coi»iucted on a pull- 
out basis for mathematics in grades one and two. 

If the number of push-in sessions cancelled due to inaervices during 
these two months is representative of the nuaber of cancellations throughout 
the year, and should this prograa not be found to be as successful as hoped, 
then one contributing factor may be the decrease in quantity of service ^used 

L'"'r!"'r °' in«--vices. Rxrther. if the number of Lser^i^s L con- 
sidered to be the absolute minimum, the idea of providing substitutes should 
ficed^ ^° ^^^^ service, the program's main objective, is not sacri- 

During the observations, it was noted that there were some sessions in 
which few of the students were eligible for compensatory education services 
Un at least one setting, only one student was eligible). It would seem 
mnrr"?^^^.''' f^'^f Compensatory education prograa resources would be 

more efficiently allocated by not providing compensatory education teachers to 

"hl^r^^oH" t^f ^^'^ T^t ^^"^^ ^^"^^ «^ ^^^^ teachers in 

high need settings and the use of aides would likely provide more than 
sufficient service to "low need" settings. 

wrh.?^s)^^°"' ""^^ observations, a variety of teaching styles were noted. 
iJ^il ^1 i?? ""^l^ compensatory education teacher varied from 

L2^..?4n r H "^^"^^^ education teacher monitored students, to 

te^ teaching, to the compensatory education teacher monitoring arri assisting 
fnl^^f^ . 1'".''^!,"^"'^" education teacher lead the instruction. More on ^ 
formity is desirable. While there is a need for flexibility In the compensa- 

llTll "^f"^^' education teacher, a high degree of ambiguity in 

^rL !?r"^r°f^ education teachers' roles seems to bring inconsistency, pro- 
gram-wide, in the delivery of services. 
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